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the publishers. It was reviewed by experts, ac-
cording to custom, both in The Times itself and, in
the Literary Supplement of The Times, The reviews
were printed on the pages ordinarily devoted to
this purpose. They were not unusually conspicu-
ous in appearance. They were detached and judi-
cial in substance. Thus, while paying tribute to
the author's courage and carefulness, they called
attention to "signs of overstatement' and 'dan-
gerous generalities/ recognised that the book
would meet with a mixed reception, and expressed
in particular a hope that it would find Indian
readers to recognise its points of value. At no time
(until this morning) has any reference been made
to it in a leading article or other editorial comment.
<it would be impossible, in fact, to imagine any-
thing less like an attempt to use Mother India
for propagandist purposes. In the course of last
August, the month after these notices had ap-
peared, a letter criticising the book at large was
received from SIR CHIMANLAL SBTALVAD, who hap-
pened* to be in England, and other distinguished
signatories. This letter was declined with a cour-
teous explanation that it was an established rule
of The Times to decline all letters criticising publi-
cations other than those for which The Times itself
was responsible. That is a rule for which there are
very obvious practical reasons, for there would
literally be no end to the correspondence demand-
ing insertion if once it came to be recognised that
anyone interested in, or aggrieved by, some volume
or pamphlet or newspaper, in any part of the
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